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Cet article pre Â sente une e Â tude sur les ante Â ce Â dents et les conse Â quences de la
motivation au travail et de l'implication organisationnelle de salarie Â s bulgares,
hongrois et ne Â erlandais. On a tire Â de la litte Â rature un mode Á le ge Â ne Â ral de la
motivation professionnelle qui retient les caracte Â ristiques de l'emploi, la possi-
bilite Â de satisfaire ou non des besoins et les facteurs extrinse Á ques a Á la ta Ã che
comme de Â terminants de la motivation au travail et de l'implication organis-
ationnelle; ce mode Á le range les efforts de Â ploye Â s, la performance, la satisfaction,
le turnover et le stress parmi les variables de Â pendantes. Des donne Â es recueillies
avec des instruments e Â quivalents dans des e Â chantillons de travailleurs des trois
pays (respectivement N=565, 614 et 237) ont servi a Á e Â prouver la validite Â du
modeÁ le. Une analyse de pistes a montre Â que le modeÁ le s'appliquait difficilement
aux trois e Â chantillons re Â unis. Il s'applique mieux et donne des re Â sultats plus
significatifs si l'on cre Â eu nm o d e Á le adapteÂ a Á chacun des pays. Les spe Â cificite Â sd e
ces mode Á les peuvent e Ã tre en grande partie rapporte Â es a Á des facteurs culturels et
e Â conomiques. Comme les diffe Â rences entre la Bulgarie et la Hongrie sont aussi
grandes que les diffe Â rences avec les Pays-Bas, il est contestable de mettre en
avant une retombe Â e motivationnelle du communisme.
This article describes a study into the antecedents and consequences of job
involvement and organisational commitment of workers in Bulgaria, Hungary,
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motivation is developed which depicts job characteristics, opportunities to
satisfy needs, and extrinsic work factors as determinants of job involvement
and organisational commitment, and considers effort expenditure, perform-
ance, job satisfaction, turnover, and work stress as outcomes. Data from
worker samples in the three countries obtained with equivalent instruments are
used to test the validity of the model. Path analysis shows that the model has
a modest fit when applied to the three samples simultaneously. A better fit
and more meaningful results are obtained by developing optimal models for
each country. The peculiarities of these models can be largely explained from
cultural and economic factors. Since the differences between Bulgaria and
Hungary are as great as the differences with the Netherlands, there seems to be
little evidence for a motivational after-effect of communism.
INTRODUCTION
Background and Aim
A question raised during the process of political and economic transition in
Eastern Europe in the 1990s is whether workers from the former communist
countries do or do not resemble workers from Western countries with
respect to work motivation and related variables. Are workers in those
countries motivated by the same situational variables, and is their response
in terms of performance, satisfaction, and turnover similar to that of their
colleagues in the West? This issue is theoretically relevant because it touches
upon the universality of organisational behaviour. It is of practical
importance since organisational interventions from the West would give
wrong results when based on assumptions that do not hold in Eastern
Europe. For example, job enrichment might be without effect, or even
produce adverse effects, when applied in a former communist country with
workers who reject control over their work (cf. Frese, Kring, Soose, &
Zempel, 1996). Erez and Earley (1993) have raised a similar point, arguing
that the way in which workers from different countries respond to moti-
vational techniques and managerial practices depends on cultural norms
and values.
Although it makes sense to assume that human behaviour follows certain
universal principles, there are grounds for expecting differences between
Eastern and Western European workers. For instance, workers in
communist countries were socialised to rely on the ``system'' for decisions
concerning their career and to display obedience rather than initiative at
their workplace. Bures (1992) noted a lack of feedback on performance:
although poor performance was punished, good performance was not
valued. This might have led to low personal involvement, low achievement
motivation, low levels of aspiration, and minimisation of effort expenditure.
AC O M P A R I S O NO FW O R KM O T I V A T I O N 659
# International Association for Applied Psychology, 2000.Frese et al. (1996) found a lack of initiative and a rejection of control among
workers from East Germany as contrasted to West Germany. More
generally, one would expect workers from former communist countries to be
less responsive to the work situation, to put more emphasis on extrinsic job
factors, and to show less job involvement. Such a pattern could be con-
sidered as a motivational after-effect of communism.
Differences might also be expected for economic reasons. All countries of
Eastern Europe have suffered from severe economic crisis after the changes
of the late 1980s. The transition brought a considerable drop in purchasing
power, shortage of goods, forced retirement, and unemployment, but also
growing income disparity. Under such conditions one would expect people's
reponse to their work to depend on economic factors. Thus, salary and
career opportunities might carry a greater weight than in the West.
In addition, there might be differences of a cultural origin, stemming from
the particular historical development of the countries in Eastern and West-
ern Europe, for example, differences in values and norms. Although several
studies have examined value differences between countries (Hofstede, 1980;
Trompenaars, 1993) there is only limited evidence on the difference between
Eastern and Western Europe. Hofstede's study suggests a greater power
distance, more masculinity and uncertainty reduction in Eastern Europe.
Recent research by Kolman (1999), who administered Hofstede's instrument
in Czechia (Czech Republic), Slovakia, Hungary, and Poland, and made a
comparison to the Netherlands, confirms this finding, but also shows great
variety within Eastern Europe. The study by Trompenaars (1993) displays
both similarities and dissimilarities between the countries of Eastern Europe.
Results by Van de Broek and De Moor (1993) show similarity between
Eastern and Western Europe in general valuesÐthat is, the importance
assigned to work, politics, religion and familyÐbut differences in other
respects. In Eastern Europe economic individualism is lower than in the
Western world, but cultural individualism is higher, especially in compari-
son with the United States. Western respondents place greater emphasis on
taking initiative, achievement, and having a responsible job, while Eastern
European subjects report less autonomy, pride, and satisfaction in their work.
Information about work perceptions and motivation of Eastern European
workers is scarce. As yet, few studies have made direct comparisons between
Eastern and Western European workers. Some studies were done on man-
agers (e.g. Buchko, Weinzimmer, & Sergeyev, 1997; Strong & Nicholson,
1998), but very little is known about the rank and file. The present study
tries to fill this gap by comparing workers from three countries, two from
the former communist bloc (Bulgaria and Hungary) and one from Western
Europe (the Netherlands). These countries have been chosen because they
represent parts of Europe's societal spectrum which differ in political,
cultural, and economic repects. For this reason they may be expected to
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which will be discussed below.
A Model ofWork Motivation
In making the comparison between the countries we use the model presented
in Fig. 1 (solid lines only). Central are job involvement (Lodahl & Kejner,
1965) and organisational commitment (Steers, 1977), which are generally
considered as key variables in organisational behaviour (Pinder, 1998).
Although commonly conceived as work attitudes, these variables have a
distinct motivational quality. Since we are most interested in this aspect,
involvement and commitment will be designated as motivational variables
here. Job involvement and organisational commitment are at the heart of
the model because many studies have shown these variables to take an
intermediary position between antecedent and consequent variables (e.g.
Ayree et al., 1991; Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Katzell, 1980; Lance, 1991;
Michaels & Spector, 1982; Williams & Hazer, 1986). In our model there are
three sets of situational variables acting as antecedents of involvement and
commitment: job characteristics, opportunities for the fulfilment of workers'
needs, and extrinsic conditions.
Research on the Hackman±Oldham model (Hackman & Oldham, 1976,
1980) has generally provided support for the hypothesised links between job
x
x
FIGURE1. Initial and revised model of work motivation.
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ness, responsibility, and knowledge of results has not always been confirmed
(Fried & Ferris, 1987; Glisson & Duric, 1988). Job characteristics relate to
job involvement, organisational commitment, and satisfaction (e.g. Kim,
Price, Mueller, & Watson, 1996; Pearson & Chong, 1997), but the causal
links are not fully clear. Since job characteristics pertain to the job content
rather than the organisational setting, one would expect a direct effect on
job involvement and indirect relationships, mediated by involvement, with
commitment and satisfaction.
Looking at needs, it is important to distinguish between need strength,
need fulfilment, and the opportunity for need fulfilment (Ten Horn, 1983).
A high need strength is likely to produce a drive towards achieving an
outcome gratifying the need. The role of need fulfilment is ambiguous: it
may produce attachment to the gratifying situation, namely organisational
commitment, but it may also reduce the level of motivation, at least if the
need is fulfilled on a regular basis (Pinder, 1998). The opportunity for need
fulfilment, the factor considered in this study, does not suffer from this
ambiguousness; it is likely to promote commitment to the source of need
gratification, that is, the organisation. Opportunities to satisfy needs have
been shown to predict satisfaction, tendency to leave, work centrality, and
work stress (Zinovieva, Ten Horn, & Roe, 1994) and organisational com-
mitment (Shouksmith, 1994).
1
As for extrinsic conditions, there are studies showing that pay predicts
commitment (Buchko et al., 1997; Shouksmith, 1994) and turnover intent
(Lum, Kervin, Clark, Reid, & Sirola, 1998). Career opportunities have been
found to predict organisational commitment (Shouksmith, 1994; Wallace,
1995); the same applies to participative climate (Barling, Wade, & Fullagar,
1990; DeCotiis & Summers, 1987). Climate was also found to relate to effort
and performance, with job involvement acting as mediator (Brown & Leigh,
1996). Some of the studies mentioned found positive relationships between
extrinsic conditions and satisfaction, but the links with commitment are
generally stronger.
Our model includes five outcome variablesÐeffort expenditure, perform-
ance, job satisfaction, tendency to leave (turnover intent), and work stressÐ
which are all assumed to depend on job involvement and organisational
commitment. Much research evidence has been gathered on these outcomes.
Several studies have shown that job involvement is related to performance,
________________
1 Most research on needs is based on Maslow's (1970) theory. There is contradictory evidence
on the validity of this theory and particularly the notion of a need hierarchy. Some studies did
not support the theory (e.g. Wahba & Bridwell, 1976), but others did (e.g. Strong & Fiebert,
1987; Wicker, Brown, Wiehe, & Hagen, 1993; Hagerty, 1999). The use of need concepts based
on Maslow's classification does not imply that the postulate of a need hierarchy is accepted.
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effort (Brown & Leigh, 1996). Other studies have reported positive relation-
ships between organisational commitment and performance (Benkhoff,
1997; Meyer, Paunonen, Gellatly, & Goffin, 1989). Both involvement and
commitment predict turnover (Barrick, Mount, & Strauss, 1994; Cohen,
1993; Tett & Meyer, 1994). Some studies offer evidence for an interactive
relationship, tendency to leave being strongest for people low on both
involvement and commitment (Blau & Boal, 1987; Martin & Hafer, 1995),
but additive effects have been reported as well (Huselid & Day, 1991).
Satisfaction is related to both involvement (Bhatt, 1997; Srivastava &
Sinha, 1983) and commitment (Russ & McNeilly, 1995). It also acts as a
predictor of turnover, either independently (Quarles, 1994; Tett & Meyer,
1994) or in conjunction with commitment (Lance, 1991; Sager, 1994). The
effect size of satisfaction is less than that of commitment, however. The
findings about stress are somewhat equivocal. Stress has been reported to be
an antecedent of involvement and commitment (Jamal, 1990; Summers et al.,
1989), but also as a consequent (Bhatt, 1998; Wittig-Berman & Lang, 1990).
Similar contradictory evidence exists regarding satisfaction. Apparently
stress can predict satisfaction in some cases (Jamal, 1990; Leong, Furnham,
& Cooper, 1996) and be predicted from it in others (Bhatt, 1998; Sager,
1994). Stress seems to have an effect on other performance and turnover
(Jamal, 1985; Leong et al., 1996; Parasuraman, 1982). There is little con-
vincing evidence for a direct relationship between satisfaction and perform-
ance or for between performance and turnover (O'Reilly, 1991; Pinder,
1998; Thierry, 1998).
In our model effort and satisfaction are placed in a mediating position,
assuming that both are influenced by involvement and commitment, while
performance, tendency to leave and stress are considered as final outcomes.
The relationship between involvement and performance is not thought to be
fully mediated by effort. Instead a direct link is hypothesised. Similarly,
tendency to leave is assumed to be dependent on commitment directly, as
well as indirectly, through satisfaction. Finally, stress is assumed to predict
performance and tendency to leave. No link is postulated between satis-
faction and effort. It is not unlikely that more satisfied people will put more
effort in their work, but dissatisfied people may also work harder (Thierry,
1998).
While job involvement and organisational commitment are conceptually
distinct variables (Mathieu & Farr, 1991), there is evidence that they are
related. There is overlap in the situational characteristics predicting these
variables, and both predict performance and turnover. Studies that have
examined these variables simultaneously (e.g. Knoop, 1994) have found
rather strong positive correlations. In our model a causal link is postulated;
it is assumed that job involvement adds to organisational commitment, since
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them an interesting job than an organisation that does not.
2
The variables in the model are arranged in five layers. The first layer is
that of situational characteristics, which can be conceived as distal pre-
cursors of motivation.
3 The second layer, with the ``critical psychological
states'' of Hackman and Oldham (1980), contains proximal precursors of
work motivation.
4 In the third layer one finds the motivational variables of
job involvement and organisational commitment. The fourth layer contains
effort and satisfaction, as proximal outcomes of work motivation. And the
fifth layer contains performance, stress, and turnover inclination as distal
outcomes of motivation.
The model does not show direct relationships between situational and
outcome variables, but suggests that all effects are somehow mediated by
job involvement and organisational commitment. As has been shown in our
literature review there is considerable evidence for direct links (e.g. to effort
and satisfaction) as well. But rather than starting from a more complex
model that includes several direct links, we propose to depart from the most
parsimonious version of the model, the ``initial model'' (shown by solid lines
in Fig. 1), and refine this model on the basis of the empirical data. Thus, the
model is elaborated by adding direct paths and simplified by suppressing
paths with insignificant parameters. The resulting ``revised model'' is also
shown in Fig. 1 (erased and added links are graphically indicated).
Expected Differences Between Countries
Although there is not enough hard evidence for stating precise hypotheses,
some expectations about differences can be derived from background
information on the countries. Hungary and Bulgaria are former communist
countries which both began the transition towards a democratic political
system and a market economy by the end of the 1980s. While both had a
large agricultural sector, services were more developed in Hungary, and
Bulgaria had a stronger industrial sector. In both countries the economy was
organised around the Soviet model, with a central role for planning, but
Hungary had allowed small private business, whereas in Bulgaria private
________________
2 We have omitted knowledge of results from our model and instead linked feedback to
responsibility, assuming that receiving feedback from others or from the work itself enhances
the sense of responsibility. Furthermore we have not included direct links between job charac-
teristics and organisational commitment, as has been done by Pearson and Chong (1997), since
we assume that an indirect link, through job involvement, makes more sense theoretically and
produces a more parsimonious model.
3 We use the terminology of ``distal'' and ``proximal'' variables as introduced by Kanfer (1990).
4 As responsibility can contribute to the meaningfulness of the work, the model postulates a
causal link between these variables.
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relations were dominated by party-led trade unions, Hungary had a dual
system which allowed for reconciliation of labour conflicts. The two
countries differ with regard to the transition process as well. Hungary
followed a model of fast and drastic reform with high direct foreign invest-
ment, whereas Bulgaria adopted a slow and stepwise scenario with deferred
privatisation. At the time of our study Hungary had already witnessed
economic recovery, although the ongoing reform reduced purchasing power
and social benefits. Bulgaria had experienced a period of sustained econ-
omic crisis, high unemployment, and widespread poverty.
The Netherlands can be taken as representative of North-western Europe.
In the domain of labour it has much similarity to Germany and Sweden, for
example. It is a parliamentary democracy with a well-functioning market
economy. The agriculture sector is small but productive; the emphasis is
on the service sector, a large part of which is public. The Dutch system
of labour relations is tripartite, has some corporatist traits, and shows a
high level of consultation. The standard of living is very high compared to
Hungary and Bulgaria.
Looking at the research model in Fig. 1 a number of expectations can be
formulated. To start with the notion of an ``after-effect of communism'', one
would expect similarity between Bulgaria and Hungary in the overall role
that job involvement and organisational commitment play as mediating
variables between situational characteristics and outcome variables. In view
of the ideas of Bures (1992) one would expect a weak mediating effect of job
involvement. Moreover, one would expect little responsiveness to work
situation, that is, low levels of correlation between situational variables and
outcomes. Furthermore, one would expect to find small effects for feedback.
As for the opportunities to satisfy needs, strong effects for the lower order
needsÐthe need for security and physiological needsÐwould be expected.
In all these respects Bulgaria and Hungary would at least show greater
similarity to each other than to the Netherlands.
From the cultural perspective some differences between Bulgaria and
Hungary are likely as well. As Bulgaria appears to be more individualistic
than Hungary (Trompenaars, 1993; Lalljee & Angelova, 1995), one would
expect a greater emphasisÐin the sense of stronger correlations with motiva-
tional variablesÐon the opportunities to satisfy higher order needs, especially
the need for growth and the need for esteem. The greater collectivism in
Hungary might reflect itself in greater emphasis on opportunity to satisfy
social needs. As Hungary seems more achievement-oriented than Bulgaria,
there might be a greater role of job characteristics, especially feedback,
compared to Bulgaria.
From an economic line of reasoning the Bulgarian respondents, who
suffered from the greatest hardships, should show the strongest effects for
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physical conditions, and for the extrinsic variables of pay and career
opportunities. One would expect to find similar but less strong effects in
Hungary. The subjects in the Netherlands, with its high job security and




When studying the differences between workers from different countries or
cultures, two different approaches can be followed. One may either look for
evidence of universality and treat observed differences as error, or con-
centrate on differences. The first approach aims at establishing a universal
model for organisational behaviour, whereas the second aims at local
models. There has been much debate about this distinction in the literature.
In the field of cultural studies there exist two opposing schools, known as
cross-cultural psychology and cultural psychology (Jahoda & Krewer, 1997;
Poortinga, 1997). Obviously, both approaches have their advantages and
disadvantages. Universal models have greater parsimony but tend to have
lower validity and fail to account for cultural differences and historical
developments. Local models are more valid and discriminate better, but
taken together are less parsimonious. In establishing local models one also
runs the risk of capitalising on chance.
In this study we take an intermediary position. Since we are interested in
differences between countries produced by political, cultural, or economic
factors, but wish to limit the risk of capitalisation on chance, we have
adopted a conservative approach to the analysis of the data. As will be
explained in more detail in the subsection on methods of analysis, we started
by testing the validity of a single model, subsequently looked for improve-
ments by differential modelling, and tested the resulting models by cross-
validation.
Samples
The data for this study were collected in the autumn of 1994 (Bulgaria
and Hungary), and the spring of 1995 (the Netherlands), using samples of
(white- and blue-collar) workers covering different economic sectors, with
the exception of agriculture. The samples were drawn by means of quota
sampling with respect to gender, age, job level, sector (service or industry),
and geographic region. Each country was divided into geographic regions,
in which cells of 12 respondents were drawn with a predetermined compo-
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variables and willing to cooperate were included in the sample, in the order
in which they were identified. People living in the countryside were excluded.
The samples are approximately representative of employees from the three
countries according to national statistics. Here we report on the subsamples
of workers only. The sample sizes for Bulgaria, Hungary and the Nether-
lands are 565, 614, and 237 respectively. Some information on the compo-
sition of the samples is given in Table 1.
5
Instruments
The instruments used are partly based on scales originally published in the
research literature, and partly on an item pool developed by the authors.
The basic version of the questionnaire was written in English. During the
phase of construction the scale items were critically reviewed by the multi-
lingual team of researchers in order to achieve semantic equivalence, and
modified or supplemented by additional items. Next the items were trans-
lated and back-translated into Bulgarian, Hungarian, and Dutch by inde-
pendent language experts. Item analyses were performed on data from
random pilot samples (approximately N=100), and repeated in independent
subsamples, using results from the three countries simultaneously. All scales
________________
5 Information on the respondents' occupation has been gathered as well, but is not available
for inclusion in the present analysis.
TABLE 1
Composition of Samples
Category Bulgaria Hungary Netherlands
N=565 N=614 N=237
Gender Male 53 49 42
Female 47 51 58
Age 18±30 34 47 36
31±40 28 26 31
41±50 29 22 21
51+ 10 5 12
Education Basic 9 12 14
Secondary & lower vocational 82 88 52
Higher vocational 9 33
Sector Industry 52 34 27
Services 48 66 73
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factor. Table 2 gives summary information on the origin of the scales, a
sample item, and the coefficients alpha found in the present study. The
coefficients alpha are generally satisfactory, although some are too low for
individual assessment. Taking into account that the scales are short, and
that coefficient alpha is a lower-bound estimate of the reliability (Cortina,
1993), the reliabilities of the scales are sufficiently high for the purpose of
comparing structural relationships.
6 For further information on the scales
we refer to Ten Horn, Zinovieva, Roe, & Dienes (1996a).
7
Method of Analysis
The method used for testing the model has been path analysis. Since path
analysis is equivalent to linear structural modelling with observed variables,
we have used the LISREL-8 program for carrying out the calculations
(Jo È reskog & So È rbom, 1993). As there are slight differences between the
samples in gender, age, and education, that might affect the relationships
between the variables in the model, we have corrected for sample differences
by using partial correlations as input for the path analysis.
8
In our analysis we have taken a number of precautions that should
prevent us from capitalisation on chance. We began with an analysis that
aims at finding out whether a single model would give an acceptable fit in
the three countries. As a first and preliminary step, we performed a test of
homogeneity of covariance, the Box test (Box, 1949), on the three correlation
matrices containing all the variables. The test ascertains whether the samples
can be seen as drawn from the same universe as far as the degree of
coherence in the covariance matrix is concerned. Since we are interested in
analysing correlations, this test has been performed on the standardised
covariance matrix, namely the correlation matrix, of the variables after
correction for gender, age, and education differences. If this test reveals no
differences between the samples, it is justifiable to fit a single model to the
________________
6 One exception is alpha=0.30 for feedback from agents in Bulgaria. This scale has been
kept because it is part of the Hackman±Oldham model and important for the comparison
between the countries. An explanation for the low level may be that at the time of the study
feedback from agents may not (yet) have been a typical form of behaviour with a clear
representation in the workers' mind. This explanation finds support in later administrations of
the instrument, showing an increase in alpha to 0.81. Alpha being a lower bound of reliability,
the value of 0.30 still allows correlations of 0.55 or higher, which is sufficient for our purpose.
7 More detailed information on the instruments and coefficients alpha from other samples
can be obtained from the first author.
8 Due to a difference in the coding of the educational level between Hungary and the other
countries, the correction for education has been limited to a dichotomous variable (basic vs.
continued education).
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Scales, Source, Number of Items, Sample Items and Coefficients Alpha








Skill variety 1 3 The job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills. .70 .71 .79
Task identity 1 3 The job is arranged so that I can do an entire piece of work from the
beginning.
.59 .66 .70
Task significance 1 3 The job itself is very significant and important in the broader scheme of
things.
.50 .54 .71
Autonomy 1 3 The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and
freedom in how I do the work.
.67 .64 .81
Feedback work 1 3 After I finish a job, I know whether I performed well. .53 .52 .66
Feedback agents 1 3 Supervisors often let me know how well they think I am performing the
job.
.30 .80 .84
Meaningfulness 5 4 Doing my everyday work duties I get the feeling my life is meaningful. .78 .65 .70
Responsibility 1 4 I feel a very high degree of personal responsibility for the work I do on
this job.
.79 .50 .62
Opp. Growth 2 8 I get the chance to put something of my own views and ideas in my
work.
.83 .76 .86
Opp. Esteem 2 8 I have a feeling my colleagues think favourably about my work. .67 .74 .76
Opp. Belongingess 2 8 There is a feeling of solidarity among the people I work with. .70 .79 .83
Opp. Job security 2 6 I am sure of the continuity of the organisation I work for. .56 .60 .65
Opp. Physiol. needs 2 8 Where I work I can drink something if I want. .61 .61 .56
Career opportunity 2,5 4 I have good prospects of promotion. .79 .78 .81
Pay 2 3 My salary corresponds with my level of education and training and with
my capabilities.
.76 .75 .78




























































































Job involvement 3,2,5 6 For me hours at work really fly by. .67 .58 .66
Organis'l commitment 4,5 6 In my work I like to achieve something for the organisation, not just for
myself.
.76 .73 .76
Effort 5 6 The largest part of my energy is spent on my work. .77 .51 .60
Satisfaction 2,5 6 If you had to choose again between taking your present job or not, what
would you do?
.78 .81 .84
Performance 5 8 Compared to the standards I usually get good results from my work. .82 .77 .74
Stress 2 3 Do you have the feeling that you are working under mental pressure? .68 .75 .79
Tendency to leave 2,5 5 If it is up to you, would you still work for this company (organisation)
in 5 years time?
.80 .79 .85
Sources: 1 Job Descriptive Survey (Hackman & Oldham, 1974, 1975)
2 Delft Measurement Kit for Quality of Work (Ten Horn & Roe, 1988; Ten Horn, 1989)
3 Lodahl & Kejner (1965)
4 Porter & Smith (1970), Buchanan (1974), Cook & Wall (1980)






























































.data from the three samples. When a significant difference is found,
however, one should look for different models. The second step was an
assessment of the fit of the common model in the three samples, using m-
group path analysis with fixed parameters. This analysis reveals whether the
same model can be used for describing the relationships of the variables in
the three samples. If the model does not produce an adequate fit in the three
samples, the logical third step is to set the parameters free, and ascertain
whether a model with the same structure but different path coefficients
would be adequate. Only if this analysis does not yield acceptable results,
should one look further and develop models that are tailored to the
particular samples. The fourth step was optimisation of the models for each
country sample by suppressing paths with nonsignificant path coefficients
and/or adding paths that meaningfully increase the explained variance. In
order to reduce the risk of capitalisation on chance, we have only added
paths when there was a theoretical justification for doing so. For the same
reason we abstained from the practice of adding correlated error terms. The
fifth step was cross-validation by fitting the improved model from each
sample to the two other samples and comparing the fit measures. In fact,
this is a threefold assessment of the similarities between the three countries.
In evaluating the goodness of fit we used a variety of measures (James,
Mulaik, & Brett, 1982). We started with the conventional Goodness of Fit
Index (GFI) and the Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) which measure
the absolute level of fit in the data. The Chi-square test has not been used
since the large sample sizes in this study make it less suitable. We also used
two measures of relative fit: the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI),
which relates the GFI to the degrees of freedom, and the Comparative Fit
Index (CFI), which compares the proposed model with some baseline model
given by the LISREL procedure. Finally we looked at the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA), the parsimony fit index (PFI), and the
parsimony normed fit index (PNFI), which all give an indication of the
degree of parsimony in the solution.
The focus of this article is on the differences between workers from the
three countries, using a model that actually uses three types of intermediary
variables that have been studied in the literature: meaningfulness and
responsibility, job involvement and organisational commitment, and effort
and satisfaction. We are not primarily interested in the question whether a
simplified model with less intermediary variables would give different
results, but this question will be briefly addressed in the discussion.
RESULTS
The first step in our study was the assessment of the homogeneity of the
correlation matrices in the three countries. The matrices are given in
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nificant at 0.001-level (F=2.725; df1=600, df2=793627). The logarithms
of the determinants suggests that there is less coherence in the Bulgarian
data and greater coherence in the Dutch data. This result indicates that one
should treat the samples differently in subsequent analyses. The same is true
for the path analysis of the initial model (see Fig. 1) in the three samples
together. As is clear from Table 3 the initial model shows a poor overall fit.
The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) is only 0.83, the root mean square residual
(RMR) is 0.10, and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is 0.79. The other
indices suggest that the parsimony is relatively high, a consequence of the
fact that a single model is used to account for all data. Five paths co-
efficients in the model are not significant (at the 0.05 level), that is, those for
the paths from Feedback from agents to Responsibility, from Opportunity
to satisfy physiological needs to Organisational commitment, from Effort to
Stress, from Stress to Performance, and from Stress to Tendency to leave.
Many of the relationships in the left hand side of the modelÐcomprising the
situational determinants of motivationÐhave rather low path coefficients,
which means that the pattern of relationships is not very noticeable.
Our next step was an improvement of the model by incorporating direct
links from situational characteristics to Satisfaction and Effort, but only
where warranted by the empirical data. On the basis of our analysis we have
added direct links from the Opportunities for growth, esteem, and belong-
ingness to Satisfaction, from Pay and Career opportunities to Satisfaction,
and from the Opportunities to satisfy physiological needs to Effort. We have
seen that the literature on satisfaction gives ample evidence to justify these
additions. The direct path from the Opportunities for physiological needs
to Effort is justified by the finding that task fulfilment under suboptimal
working requires more effort (e.g. Hockey, 1997; Zijlstra, Cavalini, Wiet-
hoff, & Meijman, 1990). Although the modification indices given by the
LISREL program suggested many other additions, we have only accepted
one more direct path, between Feedback from work and Performance. Such
a path seems fully justified on the basis of the goal-setting literature (e.g.
Locke & Latham, 1990). It should be noted that the five paths with
insignificant coefficients have been erased.
The resulting ``revised model'' is also depicted in Fig. 1 (note the erased
and added links). As expected the goodness of fit indices in Table 3 show
some improvement, but with GFI=0.86, CFI=0.83, and RMR=0.094,
the overall fit in the three samples remains unsatisfactory, in spite of good
parsimony. Therefore we proceeded with setting the parameters free, so that
they can vary across the samples. As a result the GFI reached acceptable
levels (0.92, 0.90 and 0.91 respectively), but it is obvious from the other
measures that there was room for further improvement. The root mean
square residual was still above the recommended level of 0.060 and there
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Goodness of Fit Results of Alternative Models inVarious Samples
Samples GFI RMR AGFI CFI RMSEA PGFI PNFI No. non-sign. links
Initial Model
BG-HU-NL 0.83 0.10 ± 0.79 0.06 1.42 0.48 5 (16%)
Revised Model
BG-HU-NL 0.86 0.094 ± 0.83 0.057 1.60 0.55 ±
BG 0.92 0.066 0.83 0.91 0.087 0.45 0.48 6 (18%)
HU 0.90 0.081 0.80 0.84 0.110 0.44 0.45 2 (6%)
NL 0.91 0.076 0.82 0.92 0.078 0.44 0.46 8 (24%)
Bulgarian Model
BG 0.92 0.056 0.85 0.91 0.088 0.46 0.51 ±
HU 0.91 0.087 0.81 0.84 0.11 0.46 0.47 5 (16%)
NL 0.90 0.078 0.80 0.87 0.093 0.45 0.46 8 (26%)
Hungarian Model
HU 0.93 0.043 0.85 0.91 0.08 0.41 0.43 ±
BG 0.92 0.055 0.81 0.90 0.088 0.40 0.42 15 (35%)
NL 0.92 0.056 0.81 0.93 0.073 0.40 0.42 16 (37%)
Dutch Model
NL 0.92 0.064 0.84 0.93 0.070 0.48 0.51 ±
BG 0.89 0.075 0.78 0.87 0.10 0.46 0.50 3 (11%)
HU 0.91 0.075 0.82 0.86 0.10 0.47 0.49 1 (4%)
GFI = Goodness of fit index, RMR = Root mean square residual, AGFI = Adjusted goodness of fit index, CFI = Comparative fit index,

















































































.were various nonsignificant path coefficients, especially in the Bulgarian and
Dutch sample. Thus, the conclusion of the analyses up to this point was that
the ``revised model'' did not apply well enough to the three samples and that
further adjustments were needed.
In the subsequent analyses we have erased nonsignificant paths and, after
serious scrutiny, added a few direct paths not present in the revised model.
Some of the added paths were the same for two or three countries, but
others were unique. Since we allowed differences in the magnitude of the
path coefficients, the contrasts between the countries became sharper and
the fit became better.
The resulting model for the Bulgarian workers fits the data reasonably
well, as is clear from the GFI=0.92 and RMR=0.056 in Table 3. The
comparative fit index is also acceptable, i.e. CFI=0.91. The RMSEA
measure of parsimony is above the recommended level of 0.06, but still
acceptable for a model as complex as this. The model itself is presented in
Fig. 2. The small number of situational characteristics as compared with the
initial and the revised model is conspicuous. Of all six job characteristics
only Significance and Feedback from work are retained, both having a
modest predictive power. The Opportunities to satisfy needs play a much
stronger role in the prediction of outcomes, but remarkably enough they
have little relationship with Organisational commitment. As expected,
Opportunity for growth relates to both Meaningfulness and Responsibility,
as well as to Satisfaction. But, unexpectedly, it also relates to Effort, which
suggests that a greater possibility for growth makes people work harder.
Opportunity for esteem is indeed linked to Responsibility, Satisfaction,
andÐto a lesser degreeÐto Organisational commitment. The Opportunity
for job security shows a direct path to Performance, indicating that those
who feel less secure perform less well. Opportunity for belongingness has
dropped out of the model, while two extrinsic variables, Pay and Career
opportunities, were retained. They are relatively important for Organis-
ational commitment and relate directly (negatively) to Tendency to leave.
The model for the Hungarian workers turned out to be slightly better in
terms of absolute fit, with GFI=0.93 and RMR=0.043, as well as relative
fit, with AGFI=0.85 and CFI=0.91. Parsimony is somewhat less, due to
the larger number of variables in the model. The model, shown in Fig. 3,
corresponds to the `revised model' in the sense that nearly all situational
characteristics are present. The only variable absent is Task identity. Unique
for the Hungarian model is that it has more connections between the
Opportunities to satisfy needs and the two `critical psychological states'
Meaningfulness and Responsibility. There is also some overlap in the job
characteristics relating to these states since Variety and Task significance
both relate to Responsibility. Responsibility appears to be predicted by Pay
as well.
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FIGURE 3. Optimisedmodelfor Hungarianworkers (1994).
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has a direct negative path to Stress, suggesting that it helps to reduce stress.
Feedback from agents relates to Performance, just like Feedback from
work. Altogether, opportunities to satisfy needs are more influential than in
the Bulgarian model. Yet it is noteworthy that Opportunity for esteem and
Opportunity to satisfy physiological needs do not relate to Organisational
commitment, as was originally assumed.
The optimal Dutch model appeares to fit the data rather well. The
absolute fit indices are acceptable, with GFI=0.92, RMR=0.064, and so
are the relative fit indices AGFI=0.84 and CFI=0.93. The degree of par-
simony is reasonable with RMSEA=0.070, PGFI=0.48 and NPFI=0.51.
The model is depicted in Fig. 4. It is a rather simple model that bears some
resemblance to the Bulgarian model. Yet, there are some differences. Three
of the six job characteristics are present: Task significance, Autonomy, and
Feedback from work. There are four opportunities to satisfy needs, Oppor-
tunity for job security being absent. Two extrinsic variables, Career oppor-
tunities and Climate, are present but Pay is not. Of all situational variables,
Autonomy carries the highest path coefficient (0.34). The most powerful
predictor variable in terms of the number of significant paths is Opportunity
for growth. Noteworthy is that Feedback from work has no link to
Responsibility, only a direct one to Performance. In addition, there are only
few variables acting as determinants of Organisational commitment: Oppor-
FIGURE 4. Optimised modelfor Dutchworkers (1995).
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Climate. As in the Hungarian model there is no direct link between Involve-
ment and Performance, only an indirect one, mediated by Effort.
Comparing the three models, it must be noted that they display notable
differences, mainly in the left-hand side of the model. The set of situational
variables predictive of the intermediary and outcome variables differs in
terms of the variables that do (and don't) play a role, as well as in their
predictive effects. The middle and right-hand side of the model are on the
whole much more similar. The cross-validation of the three models in the
other samples (Table 3) confirms that there is similarity between the models.
As is clear from the table, the goodness of fit in the other samples is some-
what less, and there are many nonsignificant paths. As for the overall dif-
ferences between the countries it seems that the distances between Bulgaria,
Hungary, and the Netherlands are almost equally large. Thus, there is no
sign that the Bulgarian and Hungarian workers resemble each other more.
DISCUSSION
It is clear from the foregoing that there are differences between Bulgaria,
Hungary, and the Netherlands in the antecedents and consequences of job
involvement and organisational commitment. We should now take a closer
look at the results and see which of the expectations formulated before have
been realised. Starting with the Bulgarian model we can note that the model
is relatively simple. The fact that only 8 out of the 14 situational variables
have a significant link with other variables supports the idea of a reduced
responsiveness. Moreover, feedback does not seem important, and extrinsic
factors are the major sources of commitment. Yet, it would be wrong to
interpret these outcomes as an after-effect of communism, since job involve-
ment appears to play a very important role, and so do the opportunities to
satisfy higher order needs. This finding is more in accordance with the
cultural explanation of the country differences which highlights individu-
alism. The same is true for the absence of the ``social'' variables of oppor-
tunity for belongingness and climate. However, there is also support for the
economic point of view. The direct paths from job security to performance,
from physical conditions to stress, and from career and pay to tendency to
leave, all point at the importance of the critical economic situation, which
produces stress, and forces people to work and search for another job if
income or opportunities for advancement are not enough. It should also be
noted that involvement and commitment play the central mediating role
assumed in the initial model. They affect effort and satisfaction, as well as
performance and tendency to leave.
The Hungarian model covers all situational variables except task identity.
Thereby it differs conspicuously from the Bulgarian model. The subjects'
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idea of an after-effect of communism, and so are the role of feedback as
determinant of performance, and the strong effects of opportunity for
growth. The only facet of the model that shows some reminder of the past is
the lesser relative importance of job involvement. The relationships with
organisational commitment and performance are less strong than in the
other countries, and unlike the Bulgarian model there is no direct path to
performance. In comparison, job involvement seems not all that important
to the Hungarian workers. The cultural perspective makes more sense, since
the presence of most variables from the Hackman±Oldham model and the
role of feedback are in accordance with the notion of a greater achievement
orientation among the Hungarians. The fact that, unlike in the Bulgarian
model, the opportunity to satisfy social needs and climate play a significant
role, may be seen as an expression of the greater collectivism in Hungary.
The findings can partly be explained from the economic perspective. All
situational variables relating to the subjects' economic position, namely job
security, physical conditions, career opportunities and pay, play some role in
predicting motivation and outcomes. The effects are not less strong than in
Bulgaria, but the fact that there are fewer direct links with performance and
tendency to leave suggest that the economic situation is indeed less severe.
The fact that in Hungary responsibility is predicted by pay may be seen as an
effect of the economic reform, as responsibility has started to be expressed in
people's salary.
There are a few more points to be made about the Hungarian model.
First, there is the strong role of the opportunity for growth, which does not
match any of the three expectations mentioned above. This is a point of
resemblance of the Hungarian model with the models for the other
countries. Secondly, it appears that the opportunity for belongingness has
a negative relationship with stress. This reminds one of the effect of social
support known from the stress literature (Kahn & Byosiere, 1992). The
reason why it does not appear in the other countries may be that for the
Hungarians the social dimension of work is generally more important.
The Dutch model distinguishes itself by the dominant role of autonomy
among the three job characteristics. This makes sense in view of the high
level of individualism in the country (Hofstede, 1980; Trompenaars, 1993),
but may also reflect the current emphasis on self-control and self-manage-
ment in Western countries. The absence of variables relating to socio-
economic well-being is also conspicuous. Of course, low job security and pay
do affect working people in the Netherlands, but they do not differentiate
within the group of workers as a whole. The pattern of relationships of
situational variables with involvement is more or less as expected, but few
opportunities relate to commitment. In the Netherlands commitment is
clearly a matter of having a chance to develop oneself and make a career on
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on the other hand. Other aspects of work may produce satisfaction but do
not make the person more committed. A point in common with Hungary is
that job involvement has no direct effect on performance, but only through
effort.
Looking at the overall results for the three countries we can note that a
number of clear differences have emerged, which can be meaningfully
interpreted in terms of cultural and economic factors. There is, however, no
support for a motivational effect as supposed by Bures (1992). Apart from
the differences there are similarities as well. Generally speaking the dis-
similarities are in the left-hand side of the model, that is, in the array of
situational factors that have an effect on work motivation and/or outcomes,
while the similarities are in the right-hand side of the model. To be sure,
there are differences in the parameters of this part of the model, but the
structure is virtually the same in all three countries. This observation seems
relevant for the discussion about universality referred to in the introduction.
Based on our results we would hypothesise that the environment that people
are in produces differences in what motivates them, while the consequences
of motivation tend to be universal. This finding is of both theoretical and
practical significance. It means that local differences should be taken into
account in theory development (Ten Horn & Roe, 1991), and that
managerial interventions from the West should not be assumed to be
universally valid (Erez & Earley, 1993; Trompenaars, 1993). Knowing that
opportunities for growth and esteem are more important than any other
situational characteristic would make one sceptical about merely offering
Eastern European workers a good salary or an interesting job (Ten Horn,
Zinovieva, Roe, & Dienes, 1996b; Zinovieva et al., 1994).
The causal model that we have used to arrive at this conclusion has
appeared to be a useful research tool. We feel that the model gives a fairly
adequate image of the relationships of the best-known variables from the
organisational behaviour literature. But, of course, it needs adjustments in
order accurately to depict specific conditions existing in particular countries
or sectors. Our findings lend support to the idea of Hackman and Oldham
(1976) that meaningfulness and responsibility mediate the relationship
between job characteristics and motivation. This result, which applies to all
three samples, contradicts findings of some earlier researchers (see Fried &
Ferris, 1987). However, the job factors producing these ``critical psycho-
logical states'' vary considerably over our samples (see Ten Horn, Zinovieva,
Roe, & Dienes, 1997), which suggests that the Hackman±Oldham model
does not fit equally well in different cultural settings. As for the needs part
of our model, it is noteworthy that various combinations of needs play a
role in the three samples. As opposed to what one would perhaps expect on
the basis of Maslow's need hierarchy (Maslow, 1970), higher and lower
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growth and opportunity to satisfy physiological needs show a joint impact
on effort in all three countries.
Our study has concentrated on job involvement and organisational com-
mitment as central variables, and investigated the antecedents and conse-
quences known from the literature by means of a comprehensive model with
five levels of variables. Of course, the question can be raised whether a less
complex model would give a better account of the relationships. We have
explored this matter by repeating the analyses for the three countries with
four alternative models. These models have been derived from the optimal
models presented above, by erasing one or more levels of mediating vari-
ables. It is obvious from the results
9 that taking one or more levels out
improves the absolute fit, as measured by GFI and RMR, but the relative fit
does not change correspondingly. Thus, while the three-level model with
Effort and Satisfaction as mediating variables has the best absolute fit, the
four-level model without Meaningfulness and Responsibility had the best
relative fit. Looking at the parsimony measures the result becomes different
again. The latter model has the lowest RSMEA, but highest PGFI and
PNFI are obtained for the five-level model used in this study. Which model
is to be preferred depends, of course, on the purpose of the research. For
predicting performance, stress and turnover one could do with a simpler
model, but if the aim is to depict the whole pattern of relationships in a
parsimonious way the model presented in this study seems to be the best.
Finally we would like to mention some weaknesses of the present study
that should be overcome in subsequent research. First, and most import-
antly, we have relied on single source data, obtained by means of question-
naires. Although the vast majority of published studies in this area suffer
from the same limitation, we feel that further research should incorporate
objective indicators as well. A second limitation is that the present study is
transversal and therefore does not deal with causal effects. Future research
should try to establish the validity of models such as we have presented in
a longitudinal setup.
10 Third, not all of the measures we have used have the
psychometric qualities one would prefer. Developing more reliable and
equivalent measures will help to provide better tests of the models inves-
tigated in this study.
A strength of our study is the use of large and heterogeneous samples that
are fairly representative of the worker populations in the countries studied.
________________
9 Due to space limitations the results are not presented here. They are available upon request
from the first author.
10 The research project from which the data presented here originate offers the possibility for
such longitudinal analyses, and this type of analysis is currently under way.
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other studies (see Fried & Ferris, 1987). The model we have used in this
research appears to give a good summary of the literature, and seems to be a
useful tool for further research.
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Intercorrelations, Means and Standard Deviations forWorkers in Bulgaria (above diagonal, upper rows) and Hungary
(below diagonal, lower rows)
123456789 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7 1 8 1 9 2 0 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 4 2 5 2 6
1. Autonomy .29 .17 .22 .18 .33 .46 .28 .24 .15 .23 .27 .13 .51 .21 .07 .27 .18 .30 .26 .16 .19 .47 .16 .23 .02
2. Climate .29 .20 .14 .30 .18 .18 .22 .18 .22 .27 .29 .27 .31 .27 .17 .05 .14 .32 .14 .07 .21 .19 .04 .01 .02
3. Career opportunity .15 .20 7.06 .21 .07 .08 7.08 7.00 .08 .07 .18 .10 .25 .20 .16 7.07 7.25 .24 .08 .05 7.23 .18 7.08 7.12 .04
4. Effort .32 .13 .22 .10 .27 .18 .71 .71 .22 .63 .23 7.15 .41 .04 7.00 .60 .65 .27 .23 7.31 7.33 .27 .20 .02 7.11
5. Feedback agents .25 .36 .23 .25 .23 .18 .09 .05 .11 .08 .20 .06 .18 .22 .13 .11 .00 .11 .19 7.05 7.03 .23 7.07 .03 7.00
6. Feedback work .28 .29 .02 .28 .43 .35 .24 .27 .20 .26 .24 7.05 .26 .09 .02 .27 .24 .19 .33 7.09 7.14 .31 .11 7.08 7.07
7. Task identity .39 .15 .04 .28 .17 .35 .20 .13 .13 .19 .18 .05 .36 .11 .13 .18 .16 .24 .27 7.17 7.16 .30 .15 7.01 7.02
8. Job involvement .22 .24 .13 .52 .08 .31 .21 .77 .29 .74 .30 .06 .35 .08 .06 .56 .69 .36 .16 7.24 7.42 .23 .25 .06 7.10
9. Meaningfulness .24 .27 .21 .57 .12 .30 .19 .52 .27 .74 .28 .00 .36 .08 .09 .52 .63 .40 .22 7.18 7.48 .23 .29 .03 7.16
10. Opp. Belongingness .11 .46 .24 .16 .22 .20 .13 .17 .30 .32 .57 .19 .35 .15 .15 .18 .26 .39 .15 .01 7.36 .27 .12 .06 7.07
11. Org. Commitment .22 .38 .28 .41 .22 .30 .16 .52 .58 .45 .37 .12 .35 .14 .23 .43 .58 .48 .18 7.12 7.57 .22 .27 .02 7.10
12. Opp. Esteem .18 .41 .18 .31 .36 .26 .19 .24 .33 .55 .40 .21 .46 .24 .17 .19 .25 .49 .20 .01 7.39 .37 .14 7.06 7.02
13. Opp. Physiol. needs .01 .13 .11 7.07 7.02 7.09 .02 .14 .06 .16 .24 .11 .06 .12 .26 7.09 .01 .32 7.16 .32 7.17 7.05 7.03 .07 .05
14. Opp. Growth .33 .29 .23 .49 .17 .25 .29 .36 .52 .35 .44 .38 .12 .21 .11 .30 .25 .47 .28 7.21 7.44 .53 .23 7.08 7.02
15. Opp. Job security .06 .19 .28 .16 .13 .10 .12 .07 .19 .18 .26 .28 .23 .20 .21 .15 .04 .25 .14 .13 7.19 .18 .05 7.14 7.01
16. Pay .10 .24 .22 .22 .27 .09 .02 .17 .17 .15 .28 .20 .08 .11 .25 7.05 .01 .29 .04 .17 7.31 .03 .03 7.04 7.05
17. Performance .26 .09 .15 .45 .25 .26 .15 .26 .26 .01 .25 .28 7.07 .19 .07 .04 .50 .20 .20 7.21 7.19 .24 .28 7.12 7.14
18. Responsibility .27 .29 .14 .42 .18 .28 .31 .47 .42 .22 .47 .31 .07 .33 .14 .24 .17 .25 .15 7.13 7.25 .12 .18 .06 7.10
19. Satisfaction .19 .42 .24 .32 .21 .24 .26 .40 .50 .42 .59 .42 .28 .45 .31 .24 .11 .40 .10 .08 7.65 .28 .12 7.00 7.07
20. Significance .12 .09 .04 .25 .20 .33 .27 .14 .33 .11 .11 .14 7.08 .27 .06 7.01 .15 .26 .15 7.23 7.11 .33 .11 7.08 .04
21. Stress 7.01 7.26 7.17 .09 7.09 7.03 7.04 7.06 7.06 7.35 7.24 7.24 7.33 7.19 7.22 7.12 .13 7.06 7.33 .11 7.02 7.27 7.10 .02 7.06
22. Tendency to leave 7.14 7.31 7.19 7.18 7.14 7.16 7.10 7.32 7.35 7.37 7.59 7.28 7.18 7.36 7.28 7.23 7.05 7.28 7.65 7.10 .27 7.26 7.35 7.06 .16
23. Skill variety .43 .19 .15 .33 .19 .30 .27 .30 .38 .17 .29 .20 .03 .42 .02 7.03 .28 .29 .31 .26 .00 7.18 .17 7.20 .01
24. Age .05 7.09 7.15 .05 7.08 7.04 7.01 .10 .08 7.05 .18 7.06 .13 7.03 7.06 7.12 .16 .06 7.02 7.16 .14 7.11 .12 .04 7.32
25. Gender 7.12 7.02 7.12 7.04 7.03 .11 .05 .12 7.00 7.06 .04 7.03 .27 7.04 7.01 7.02 7.07 7.03 .03 7.01 .14 7.03 7.05 .17 7.02
26. Education .02 7.00 .08 .00 .08 .06 7.02 7.01 .01 .08 .06 .12 .13 7.03 .09 7.02 .03 7.14 .12 .01 7.13 7.01 .07 7.10 .04
M 15.1 21.6 8.7 23.5 13.0 18.7 15.0 23.6 15.5 14.9 22.4 14.4 11.7 13.4 8.3 4.0 28.8 16.4 20.4 16.5 8.1 12.3 14.5 2.15 0.50 0.90
SD 4.64 4.02 4.32 4.72 4.53 2.91 4.66 5.13 3.85 1.57 5.18 1.68 2.01 2.50 1.55 1.17 6.14 3.63 4.97 3.69 2.80 4.93 4.99 .995 0.50 0.28
N 523 521 522 522 523 522 522 520 521 515 520 519 517 515 519 523 522 522 521 523 522 522 523 522 522 523
M 13.1 21.8 6.9 19.3 12.4 16.1 15.6 22.2 14.3 14.1 21.6 14.1 12.3 13.2 8.8 4.2 24.5 14.9 21.6 16.4 7.2 10.6 13.5 1.85 0.50 0.90
SD 4.16 3.68 3.15 3.87 4.91 3.54 4.45 3.75 3.17 2.16 4.75 1.95 1.95 2.13 1.72 1.16 5.41 2.79 4.31 3.74 2.64 4.24 4.55 .932 0.50 0.29






























































.Intercorrelations, Means and Standard Deviations forWorkers in the Netherlands
123456789 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1 5 1 6 1 7 1 8 1 9 2 0 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 4 2 5 2 6
1. Autonomy
2. Climate .38
3. Career opportunity .12 .25
4. Effort .30 .21 .16
5. Feedback agents .25 .47 .35 .25
6. Feedback work .38 .24 .11 .21 .26
7. Task identity .43 .18 .12 .20 .19 .49
8. Job involvement .28 .38 .19 .60 .23 .16 .23
9. Meaningfulness .25 .32 .22 .52 .12 .15 .11 .53
10. Opp. Belongingness .12 .33 .20 .21 .35 .17 .03 .18 .23
11. Org. Commitment .22 .39 .31 .43 .30 .16 .14 .56 .52 .37
12. Opp. Esteem .29 .54 .30 .29 .41 .24 .24 .38 .41 .51 .42
13. Opp. Physiol. needs .03 .12 .01 7.26 .08 7.08 .08 7.02 7.06 .01 .01 .13
14. Opp. Growth .47 .37 .31 .40 .29 .24 .30 .40 .49 .29 .44 .43 .07
15. Opp. Job security .05 .04 .24 .10 .13 7.04 7.05 .03 .04 .22 .17 .11 .08 .13
16. Pay .13 .14 .05 7.01 .06 .09 .12 .15 .13 .18 .17 .21 .28 .20 .05
17. Performance .20 .01 .13 .33 .14 .30 .20 .22 .20 .01 .24 .14 7.09 .10 .04 7.00
18. Responsibility .44 .31 .02 .42 .14 .20 .22 .38 .44 .22 .38 .31 7.00 .36 7.02 .11 .10
19. Satisfaction .30 .46 .29 .34 .33 .22 .20 .47 .45 .51 .53 .56 .13 .56 .23 .29 .04 .41
20. Significance .29 .29 .19 .35 .24 .27 .17 .34 .46 .22 .30 .29 7.14 .36 .10 .02 .18 .34 .24
21. Stress .04 7.06 7.09 .23 7.08 7.02 .07 .00 .05 7.23 7.03 7.13 7.30 .07 7.06 7.22 .01 7.01 7.27 .12
22. Tendency to leave 7.15 7.25 7.29 7.26 7.22 7.04 7.07 7.33 7.43 7.34 7.51 7.28 7.07 7.54 7.21 7.30 7.07 7.24 7.61 7.20 .18
23. Skill variety .49 .37 .21 .38 .27 .28 .32 .29 .34 .19 .32 .38 7.12 .53 .09 .07 .16 .27 .32 .52 .20 7.14
24. Age .07 7.03 7.08 .11 7.04 .01 .01 .19 .18 .03 .17 7.05 .05 .20 7.02 .14 .08 .14 .07 .08 7.03 7.38 7.02
25. Gender 7.03 .10 7.11 .07 .10 7.13 7.04 .12 .03 7.01 7.07 .07 .04 7.04 .02 7.02 7.16 .01 .08 7.06 .02 .01 7.13 7.08
26. Education .11 .17 7.02 7.00 .02 7.04 .02 .03 .02 7.08 7.09 .15 .01 .08 .09 7.01 7.12 .02 .01 7.02 .10 .17 .19 7.08 .09
M 15.9 23.4 8.8 21.9 11.9 15.0 15.1 23.0 14.2 14.3 21.6 14.8 11.2 12.8 9.8 4.9 26.8 15.9 23.2 15.7 7.0 12.4 14.8 2.09 0.60 0.90
SD 3.70 3.62 3.70 3.22 4.23 3.56 4.02 3.76 2.69 2.05 4.18 1.60 1.80 2.69 1.65 1.22 4.16 2.39 4.37 3.84 2.35 5.28 4.45 1.02 0.49 0.35
N 234 223 232 234 231 231 233 233 234 218 234 217 223 228 221 228 225 235 232 230 235 235 233 237 237 236
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